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McEvenue; Prof. T. Radhakrishnan; Dr. M. Singer; 
Dean S. French. 


Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:05 p.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN TADDEO, SECONDED BY DEAN EMERY, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF MAY 27 AND 
28, 1982, BE APPROVED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien welcomed new and former members to the first Senate meeting 
of the 1982/83 session. 


He drew Senate's attention to document US-82-7-DI - Registration 
Committee, which was being tabled in accordance with the discussion at the 
May 28, 1982, meeting of Senate. He advised that the membership and 
mandate of the Committee was set out in the document, the Committee has 
now been formed, it has begun to meet and it would, no doubt, be making 
comments in future months, to Senate and to other parts of the University. 


Dr. O'Brien also drew Senate's attention to the documents concerning the 
University Committee on Priorities and Planning, (document 
US-82-11-Dll), and the Study on Mission and Strategy for the 80's, 


82-7-6 


(document US-82-11-D12), both of which had been previously tabled at the 
December 18, 1982 meeting of Senate. He advised that the Report of the 
Committee on Priorities and Planning, (the Fahey Committee), has been 
tabled and copies were now available. The Study on Mission and Strategy 
would be released next week and would be printed and available on the 
news stands throughout the University in the same fashion as was done 
with the Fahey Report during the past week. Senators would receive their 
official Senatorial copies of these Reports through the mail sometime next 
week. He felt that it would be premature to comment on the content of the 
two Reports at this point, because there has been no opportunity as yet for 
discussion on the first document, within the University, and the second 
document was not yet publically available. He advised that two public 
meetings would be held at the end of September, one on each campus, 
where members of the Fahey Committee would be available to answer 
questions, respond to comments, and generally clarify the Report, the 
recommendations contained therein and the thinking behind those 
recommendations. The time and place of these meetings has been 
announced in the printed copy of the Report which has been distributed 
throughout the University. He presumed that both Reports would be 
discussed fairly broadly within the University. Moreover, he suggested that 
they should be considered during the same process, because they both relate 
to the same broad set of concerns. He explained that October 29, 1982, has 
been set as the target date at which any comments or reactions from the 
University community at large should be sent in, the purpose being to allow 
fairly general and broad discussion to take place up to that point in time and 
then to gather together the various reactions, discern whatever central 
themes there might be, begin the analysis of the whole situation in order to 
see what lessons there were to be learned and to determine what decisions 
were to be taken. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, insofar as Senate was concerned, the Steering 
Committee was proposing that this matter should be on the Agenda for the 
meeting of October 29, 1982, for a first consideration by Senate and also 
that the matter be further discussed at a Special meeting of Senate to be held 
in November, 1982. He suggested that the Special Senate meeting be held 
on November 12, 1982, and he asked Senators to take note of that date, 
which was not included on the Schedule of Senate meetings for 1982/83, 
which had been previously circulated. Ultimately, whatever report is to be 
made, would go to the Board of Governors, conceivably for the November 
18, 1982, meeting, although it was difficult to predict that with certainty at 
this point in time and it might indeed turn out to be the December meeting of 
the Board, in order that the necessary time be provided to produce a 
properly drawn up report. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that since the financial reports for last year were now 
available in audited form, it was appropriate for him, at this point in tine, to 
make his annual comment on the financial position of the University. He 
reminded Senators that in May, 1981, the financial position of the 
University was a deficit of four million, six hundred thousand dollars. The 
budget for last year was meant to be essentially a break even one and, that in 
fact turned out to be the case, in terms of the actual experience for the items 


which were included in that budget. That is, we came through the year 
essentially on budget. At the same time, he advised that there were a-couple 
of special items that have changed the financial position of the University 
for the better. One was the special additional grant of 2.4 million dollars that 
was received from the Department of Education last Spring, part of which 
was used to finance somewhat higher salary levels than had been anticipated 
in the original budget and part was used to improve the financial position of 
Concordia. As a result the financial statement for last year shows a surplus 
of $928,000.00, which goes towards reducing the cumulative deficit. The 
other special adjustment concerned the municipal tax bill on the Norris 
Building. Dr. O'Brien explained that previously the University did not pay 
taxes on that building, because it was basically used for University, i.e., 
public purposes. However, the Government changed the laws a few years 
ago, thereby rendering the building taxable. The building is owned by the 
YMCA and under the current laws, when one tax exempt institution rents a 
property to another tax exempt institution, the property in question becomes 
taxable. There have been a considerable number of appeals on this matter 
over the past three or four years, and in the interim, provision to pay the 
taxes had to be made. The University ultimately lost all of the appeals, i-e., 
the building is taxable, but the Government is paying the taxes by means of 
a special additional grant. Consequently, Concordia has recuperated the 
taxes which were due over the past three or four years and the result was 
that the accumulated deficit has been reduced by about one million dollars. 
The combined effect of these two factors was that the accumulated deficit of 
the University, as of last May, instead of being 4.6 million, is 2.6 million 
dollars. 


Insofar as the 1982/83 budget was concerned, Dr. O'Brien advised that, at 
this point, we were still operating on the same budget that was adopted last 
Spring, copies of which had been distributed to Senators at that time. One 
of the key points in that budget was that it was based on a deficit of 2.7 
million dollars and another was a hiring freeze whereby only one out of 
every three vacancies that might occur in the University would be replaced. 
While we were still operating on the basis of that budget, many things have 
happened subsequently, one being the adoption of Bill 70 concerning 
salaries in the public sector. This means that in due course, the Department 
of Education will take back some of the grants which have already been 
announced in the publicized statements on grants. There was also the fact 
that Concordia has an increase in enrolment which, under the recent changes 
in the funding formula, will presumably lead to a certain increase in money 
to the University. He cautioned however, that there was an unknown factor 
in that everyone else has had large and unexpected increases in enrolments, 
so that in all likelihood, the amount of money which the Department of 
Education has set aside for this purpose was going to be grossly 
insufficient. The unknown question was really whether the Government 
will come up with yet more money for this purpose, or simply share out the 
existing money among the Universities. If the latter turns out to be the case, 
Concordia might receive the same absolute amount expected six months 
ago, which would mean, in effect, that the additional amount per student 
would be remarkably less. He stated that, at this time, as was usual, there 
were as many unknowns as knowns, in the budget position and 
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undoubtedly a new University budget would be brought in at the point at 
which these matters are clarified. He emphasized again that for the moment, 
the University was operating on the budget that was adopted last Spring. 


Concerning the proposed University construction projects for Library and 
other facilities on the two campuses, Dr. O'Brien advised that these were 
now moving normally, ie., slowly, through the mechanisms in Quebec. 
They seemed to be receiving a positive reaction, and there was good reason 
to hope that they would continue to move forward. However, he cautioned 
that this was a process which would still take a good many weeks before 
this year's round of Governmental decisions on construction projects in the 
University field are made public. 


Commenting on a separate but related matter, Dr. O'Brien explained that the 
Capital Campaign, among other things, was in large measure, intended to 
raise the University's contribution towards the construction projects. For 
some time the University has been caught between two divergent 
arguments. One was that the Campaign should be postponed because of the 
present economic conditions and the other was that if we do not go ahead 
relatively soon, other institutions, notably McGill, will start their own 
financial campaigns with the possibility of Concordia being squeezed out 
entirely. He advised that the Capital Campaign Committee has been 
wrestling with these divergent considerations for some time and has now 
come to the decision that we must go forward with the campaign in the very 
near future, primarily because of the second argument. He further explained 
that a capital campaign was a five year project, with different parts of the 
campaign starting at different times. Insofar as the announcing of the 
campaign was concerned, i.e., public announcements, with fanfare, press 
conferences, etc., he stressed that that was still probably some little way 
into the future, because a certain number of donors were usually approached 
in advance of a public announcement. That is, the Campaign has not yet 
been announced, but the plan was now to move forward with activating the 
Campaign, rather than leaving it on hold because of the economic situation. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the part of the special additional 2.4 
million dollar grant that was used to finance higher salary levels, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the money went towards support staff salaries 
resulting in an increase in the initial 9.6% raise, to a level of 12.3%. Insofar 
as faculty salaries were concerned, he advised that there has as yet been no 
salary settlement, but a certain amount of money for last year was simply 
carried in the 1981/82 financial statements of last year, which amount would 
raise faculty salary levels by 12.3%. 


Responding to a question concerning the status of the summer session in the 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Associate Dean R.O. Wills 
advised that it was clearly stated in the Faculty Council minutes, that 
implementation of the 10-week summer session would be delayed by one 
year. This was the legal position at the present time. While the Dean's 
Advisory Committee has decided to relook at the Faculty's position, he 
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made it clear that there would definitely be no more 4 1/2 week slimmer 
sessions in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. His expectation 
was that the summer session formula would be available in about a month's 
time. 


It was stated that at the last session of Senate, some Senators conspired to 
convince Senate to pass a non-smoking resolution. It was wondered, since 
this was practically an entirely new Senate, whether the question should not 
be looked at again. It was also suggested that it was within the prerogative 
of the Chairman to declare that the said resolution applied only to the last 
session and we could then forget about it for the rest of the year. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that it was always open to Senate to review and 
revise its decisions, and Senate has in fact been known to do that on 
occasion. However, he suggested that in order to do so, the matter should 
be inscribed as an item on the Senate Agenda for a subsequent meeting. If 
one seriously wished to raise that point, the Secretary should be asked to 
put it on the agenda for consideration by the Steering Committee at its next 
meeting. 


In response to a question concerning an appeal case against a charge of 
cheating, which was considered by Senate last March, Dr. O'Brien advised 
that an agreement was reached with the appellent and his lawyer, to hold a 
further hearing. That hearing was held, subsequent to which, a further set 
of technical problems developed. The end result was that it has been agreed 
by all sides that the case be regarded as not proven. 


A concern was expressed over this year's Bookstore operation, it being 
charged that many people have been unable to get the books that they 
require and in the majority of cases students had to go to bookstores outside 
the University. It was also stated that book costs in the University 
Bookstore were 10% higher than commercial outlets. It was wondered 
whether the matter could be looked into and whether something could be 
done about the situation. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that a similar issue had surfaced some 5 years ago, 
subsequent to which the situation improved considerably. However, until 
now, he had not personally been aware that a similar set of problems had 
arisen this year. He doubted that there was anyone at the meeting now who 
was particularly well informed on that subject, but he has taken note of the 
question and the matter would be looked Into. 


It was wondered whether there would be any objection to CUSA 
video-taping a Senate meeting. It was explained that the intention would be 
to perhaps focus on a single issue that might be of interest to the average 
student, in order to demonstrate to students working in the University, 1.e., 
Student Associations, etc., how decisions are made. 


It was stated that if this was a serious proposal, there were a number of 
issues that should be considered. One was the question of whether it would 
be a single tape video as opposed to an edited video. It was suggested that if 


the latter was going to be the case, Senate, as a group, would probably want 
to have final cutting rights. 


The feeling was expressed that a video tape of a Senate meeting would 
show students what goes on and would be a definite bonus in getting more 
students involved in the workings of the University. 


In response to a question concerning the policy with respect to open 
meetings, Dr. O'Brien advised that apart from the occasional session which 
has been closed for a specific reason, such as graduation lists, Senate 
meetings were open. He also advised that some years ago the question of 
using tape recorders in Senate was raised and Senate at that time decided 
that except for the official recording for purposes of the minutes by the 
Secretary, tape recorders should not be used. However, to his knowledge, 
the actual question now on the floor has never been raised before. He 
suggested that perhaps the Steering Committee should look at the question 
to see whether it was feasible, and what ground rules should be laid down, 
etc. It would also be useful to have an indication from Senate whether it was 
by and large open and sympathetic to the idea, provided that problems, if 
there were any, could be worked out, or whether there were any 
fundamental objections to the idea. 


The feeling was expressed that unless it was really going to be an amateur 
or unwatchable video, the room would have to be properly lit and if it was 
going to be watchable without putting everyone to sleep, it would have to be 
edited. That is, it would not be quite as simple an undertaking as one might 
at first imagine. 


It was stated that one was not completely convinced of the usefulness of 
such an exercise, it being argued that the meetings were open and if students 
were interested in how Senate operates, they should come and see for 
themselves. 


Insofar as bringing students to Senate meetings was concerned, it was 
stated that if the students did not know what was happening, they are less 
likely to be interested in coming. It was explained that the intention was to 
use the video tape at CUSA conferences, which are held on a regular basis, 
to show how things work and to get students involved. With respect to 
editing the tape, Senate was advised that there was absolutely no intention 
on the part of CUSA to produce a biased tape. It was further stated that 
CUTV has been contacted and the taping would be done as professionally 
as possible, using two cameras, with editing being done on the spot to 
produce one tape. However, it was emphasized that there would be no 
editing of comments on relative information. 


The feeling was expressed that we should applaud CUSA's intention to 
make something that wasn't terribly interesting to many people, more 
interesting and more available to many students. It was further argued that 
CUSA's intentions were quite honourable, and that there were enough 
resources within the Faculty and within the student body studying in this 
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professional area, to ensure that there would-be no particular problem 
insofar as this proposal was concerned. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the question would be referred to the Steering 
Committee. He also suggested that it would be useful for the Secretary to 
talk with the students in advance of the Steering Committee meeting, to 
learn as much as possible as to how it would be accomplished. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


For the benefit of new members, Dr. O'Brien explained that this Agenda 
Item was meant to provide a heading under which matters may be brought 
to the attention of Senate, provided that they were brief statements for the 
information of Senate and not matters that were meant to lead to any debate 
or the passing of any resolutions. In the latter case, the items are submitted 
to the Steering Committee and are inserted in an appropriate place later on in 
the Agenda. 


Dean Swamy reminded Senators that a new programme in Building 
Engineering was approved two and a half years ago. He advised that the 
Faculty was visited by an accreditation team last year and has been informed 
by the Canadian Accreditation Board that the programme was in very good 
shape and has been accredited. He also informed Senate that the Computer 
Engineering programme, which was established one year later, would be 
evaluated by an accreditation team which will be visiting the University on 
October 14 and 15, 1982. 


Appointments 


Elections to the Steering Committee 


Dr. O'Brien explained the membership of the Steering Committee, the 
eligibility regulations for faculty members and the election procedures. With 
respect to the student members of the Steering Committee, he explained that 
the names are proposed by the student caucus and approved by Senate. He 
drew Senate's attention to Agenda Item VI,d), noting that the name of a 
student representative to the Steering Committee was listed in document 
US-82-7-D3 - Appointments to Standing Committees of Senate. With 
respect to the election of faculty representatives, Dr. O'Brien advised that a 
list of eligible members has been prepared in the form of a ballot, by the 
Secretary. Also, the established practice was that no member of Senate 
could decline to be a candidate, but at the same time, it was possible for an 
individual to point out to Senate if he or she has-an absolutely immovable 
conflict that would make it impossible for such individual to attend meetings 
of the Steering Committee, which were normally held once a month 
between 8:30 and 10:00 a.m., on Tuesday, in room AD-221, Loyola 
Campus, ten days prior to the Senate meeting. In this regard, he advised 
that he has received a message from Prof. H.B. Ripstein, who was unable 
to attend today's meeting, asking Dr. O'Brien to point out on his behalf that 
he has a class scheduled for 8:30 on Tuesday mornings, thus placing him in 
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the category of persons willing to serve but were unable to attend the 
Steering Committee meetings. 


Prof. J. Locke, Faculty of Fine Arts, advised that he had a class conflict at 
8:30 on Tuesday mornings, which would make it impossible for him to 
attend the Steering Committee meetings. He urged Senators not to vote for 
him. 


The ballot, document US-82-7-D2, was distributed and it was suggested 
and agreed that members of Senate listed therein, who were present, 
identify themselves. 


Senate agreed to proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were 
being collected and counted by Mr. K.D. Adams, University Registrar and 
Dean B. Counihan. 


Appointments to Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY DEAN 
TADDEO, THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE STANDING 
COMMITTEES OF SENATE, AS LISTED IN DOCUMENT US-82-7-D3, 
BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Faculty Appointment to C.C.S.L. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BREEN, SECONDED BY PROF. BRUNET, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. R. SWEDBURG, FACULTY 
OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, TO THE CONCORDIA COUNCIL ON 
STUDENT LIFE, (DOCUMENT US-82-7-D3), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Descriptive Labels Attached to Alphabetical Grade Levels 


Dr. O'Brien explained that at the February, 1982 meeting of Senate, a 
question had been raised with respect to the use of "Acceptable" and "Poor" 
as descriptors for the alphabetical grades of "C" and "D", respectively. The 
question was subsequently referred to the Steering Committee for 
consideration. The Steering Committee has submitted two possible 
alternatives, (document US-82-7-D4), and proposes that Senate itself 
should be allowed to decide what changes, if any, it might wish to make. 


The discussion that followed centered primarily on "Marginal Pass" as the 
descriptor for the "D" grade, as suggested by the Registrar. In response to a 
question concerning numerical equivalences for the grades under 
discussion, Dr. O'Brien explained that Concordia's official grading system 
contained both letters and numbers, and it was left to the individual 
Faculties to decide either to use one or the other, but not both. As it has 
turned out, all Faculties have now decided to use the letter grade system 
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only. He further advised that in any case, the question of using or not using 
numbers was not what was presently before Senate. Rather, the question on 
the Agenda concerned the descriptors attached to the alphabetical grades of 
"Cc" and a ae 


During continued discussion, a concensus developed over the proposal to 
use "Satisfactory" and "Marginal Pass" for the letter grades of "C" and "D" 
respectively. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN SWAMY, SECONDED BY PROF . 
JANKOWSKI, THAT, EFFECTIVE FOR THE SUMMER SESSION, 
1983, THE GRADE "C" BE DESIGNATED "SATISFACTORY", AND 
THE GRADE "D" BE DESIGNATED "MARGINAL PASS", 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Competence in Written Expression 


Final Report from the Sub-Committee on the Examination for Competence 
in Written Expression 


Dr. O'Brien advised that, for the benefit of those Senators who have been 
fortunate enough not to have sat through earlier Senate discussions an this 
matter, a summary of what has taken place over the past five years has been 
provided in document US-82-7-D5. He explained that last year Senate, in 
effect, adopted in principle that there should be an examination for 
competence in written expression or more generally, that there should be an 
approach to a requirement for written expression as a graduation, rather than 
an admission, requirement. Furthermore, as a means towards that end, 
Senate established a Sub-Committee to look into and report on the form of 
the examinations. Document US-82-7-D6 was the report of that 
Sub-Committee. The question now before Senate was whether Senate felt 
inclined to adopt the recommendations in the Report and thereby, adopt the 
testing approach as described in document US-82-7-D6. 


Prof. H. Hill, Chairman of the Sub-Committee, in presenting and 
explaining the Report, (document US-82-7-D6), advised that according to 
three experts with the Princeton University Educational Testing Service, the 
test of competence in written expression as proposed in the Report, was one 
of the finest in North America. 


In response to a series of questions which were raised during discussion on 
the Report, Prof. Hill advised that the five criteria to be used in grading a 
student's response, (item 4., page 2, document US-82-7-D6), were equally 
weighted; that the examination for competence in written expression as 
proposed in the Report, was tested at the end of the 1982 Summer Session 
on students enrolled in English Composition courses; that there was a 14% 
failure rate; that a more extensive testing has just been completed, involving 
every student who registered this September in 47 sections of English 
courses, including English 205, 206, 211, 212, and 213; that out of sixteen 
hundred students who were tested, forty were referred to ESL; that not only 


was he prepared to run the test on further batches of students but, in his 
opinion, it was absolutely essential that every competence test be tested 
many times; and that the grade recommended by the Sub-Committee as the 
standard for a passing grade, be "C", as opposed to "C-" or"C+11. 


Concern was voiced over the possibility that, given the five criteria listed 
under item 4., on page 2, of the Report, grading standards might change 
over a period of time, as a result of graders being changed, etc. 


Again, Prof. Hill explained that there was no weight given to the individual 
criteria. He further stated that if, for example, there were three vocabulary 
errors in a piece of writing, that would not necessarily make the particular 
piece of writing bad. He also explained in detail, the procedures used in 
marking the experimental tests. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. PADOWICZ, SECONDED BY DR. DANIEL, 
THAT THE REPORT OF THE SENATE SUB-COMMITTEE ON THE 
EXAMINATION OF COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-7-D6), BE ADOPTED. 


In response to a question, Dr. O'Brien stated that it was his impression that 
if the Report, (document US-82-7-D6), is adopted, we will have gone 98% 
of the way towards establishing the system that has been debated for quite 
some time. However, the problem of actually implementing the system still 
remained to be tackled, including identifying and finding out how much 
money it would cost to implement it. The next step would be to review the 
overall set of decisions that have been taken by Senate over the past many 
months and see what gaps, if any, there might be that will require further 
decisions; but also, and perhaps more significantly, to look into the question 
of the cost of implementation and bring a report to Senate on that part of it, 
as soon as possible. Dr. O'Brien further advised that if the system was 
going to be implemented for next year's entering class of students, the 
decision would have to be made by the end of October in order for it to be 
published as basic information in the 1983/84 Calendar, i.e., without 
necessarily having every last detail in place, we would nonetheless, by the 
end of October, have to have arrived at a pretty clear cut view that we are 
able to implement the System. 


Concerning the identified list of courses, passing one of which at a 
pre-determined level would be considered equivalent to passing the test of 
competence in written expression, it was stated that a list of specified 
courses was contained in a Report from UCCC which was tabled at the 
May, 1982, meeting of Senate. There were one or two mildly cautionary 
notes in that Report, as well as a few administrative points, such as the 
question of deciding whether to maintain the half sections of English C211 
or to completely do away with that course, etc. 


Further to the above comment, Dr. O'Brien explained that there had been 
the problem of making very definitive decisions on equivalent courses, until 
the Report from the Senate Sub-Committee on the Examination for 
Competence in Written Expression was available, indicating what the level 


of testing was going to be, against which such equivalence could be 
measured. Presumably this was one of the things, if the Report is adopted, 
which would now be reviewed. However, he emphasized that the work of 
identifying the possible courses has basically been done. 


It was stated that when the whole concept of competence in written 
expression was adopted in principle last year by the Engineering Faculty 
Council, it was with a clear understanding that when Senate got close to a 
final proposal, such proposal would go back to Faculty Councils. 


In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien proposed that if the Report, 
(document US-82-7-D6), is adopted, the whole question should be returned 
forthwith to all Faculty Councils and he asked the Faculty Deans to make 
sure that that in fact happened, keeping in mind the very tight schedule that 
was involved and also that what might have to be referred to the individual 
Councils may differ, depending upon how the matter had previously been 
dealt with by a particular Council. Furthermore, he-felt that what was 
emerging was a fairly strong point of view an the part of Senate, that this 
system should be adopted and put into effect. He explained that while in the 
first round of consultations with the Faculty Councils there were, as there 
always are, minor discrepancies, etc., but the moment has now arrived and 
the onus was on the Faculty Councils, after seeing the system that the 
University was proposing to adopt, to say loudly and clearly whether they 
were prepared to go along with that system, recognizing that it may not be 
exactly what they had in mind in the first place, or that they do not want that 
system adopted, and to do so by the time of the final Senate meeting in 
October, 1982. 


It was pointed out that if the system is approved at the end of October, 

1982, for implementation in June, 1983, there would be relatively little 
warning time given to students presently in CEGEP, who perhaps should 
be given an opportunity to take a writing course at CEGEP, rather than 
some other elective course. It was suggested that one way around this might 
be to implement the system on an experimental or "trial" basis for the first 
year. This would also provide the University with an opportunity to see 
how the system actually works and to tidy up any loose ends that there 
might be. 


It was argued that this issue has been studied for the past three years; it has 
gone through every possible committee in the University, including every 
Faculty Council; the students have been asking that this system be 
implemented; it has been decided that this is a priority item; and it was time 
for action, i.e., we should make a decision now and stick to that decision. 


It was stated that the topics listed in the writing test sample, (appendix I, 
document US-82-7-D6), did not include anything that a student in 
Mechanical Engineering would be familiar with and the feeling was 
expressed that any student could write better on a topic that that individual 
was aware of. It was suggested that the topics should be selected in such a 
way as to be representative of the particular discipline of the students being 
tested. 


In response to the above, it was explained that the questions listed were not 
chosen for students in Fine Arts, Arts, Mathematics, Engineering, etc., but 
rather, they were chosen for human beings. It was also pointed out that the 
individuals being tested should not be considered as Engineering, Fine Arts, 
or Commerce students, but rather as students who were coming out of 
CEGVs and entering the University. 


It was argued that the Report, (document US-82-7-D6), should be 
discussed by Faculty Councils before it was given final approval by Senate, 
rather than the other way around, and consequently it was requested that the 
motion on the floor be changed to ... that the Report be received", rather 


than "adopted". 


Dr. O'Brien repeated that at the regular October meeting, Senate was going 
to have to confirm the whole system and that we were either going to go 
ahead, or not go ahead, with the implementation of that system, and that is 
what will happen if the Report is adopted. In the interim, this has to be 
taken as a matter of urgency, to the Faculty Councils, who must be made 
aware’ of exactly what was happening. He emphasized again that we simply 
do not have time-to take the usual two months response route, and that 
Senate would have to be made aware and take cognizance of any reactions 
from Faculty Councils by the time of the October meeting of Senate. He 
further emphasized, as he had done last year, that there was one area only in 
academic matters of this kind, where Senate could not impose something on 
a Faculty, and this was in the area of curriculum. Consequently, if Senate 
discovers in October, that the Faculty of Fine Arts, for example, refuses to 
accept a compulsory system, Senate would have to face the fact that it may 
not be possible to introduce the system for that particular Faculty. The point 
was that the word "adopt" in the motion, could not be taken to mean that the 
system would be forced on a Faculty, regardless of that Faculty's position, 
in the matter of curriculum. 


It was suggested that the Report should be adopted at today's meeting, but 
with a clear understanding that anyone could raise any questions relating to 
the Report, at any time in the future. Also, for the next Senate meeting, if 
any Faculty has any specific problems, the Steering Committee could be 
made aware of those problems in advance, and those points could then be 
included as items on the Senate Agenda for the October meeting. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was quite clear that any problems that are 
identified, would be brought to and discussed at the next Senate meeting. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 
The following abstentions were recorded: 


Dean M.N.S. Swamy; 
Prof. G.D. Xistris; 
Prof. J.C. Giguere; 
Prof. A. Antoniou; 
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Prof. A. Hamalian. 


Elections to Steering Committee (cont'd.) 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the following have been elected to the Steering 
Committee: 


Prof. J.P. Brunet - Faculty of Commerce and Administration; 
Prof. J.C. Giguere - Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science; 
Prof. S. Friedland - Faculty of Fine Arts. 


He also advised that there would have to be a second round of balloting for 
the election of two faculty representatives from the Faculty of Arts and 
Science, between Professors Byers, Dubas, Jankowski, and McEvenue. It 
was agreed to proceed to the next agenda item while the ballots were 
collected and counted. 


Mid-term Break 


By way of background to this item, Dr. O'Brien explained that two or three 
years ago, Senate, after some discussion, decided that it would be highly 
desirable to have a break in the middle of the second term; that every effort 
should be made to fit that break into the schedule; and that other things 
should be adjusted as might be necessary to accomplish that. While there 
were many constraints on the schedule, it was recognized, at that time, that 
there was one year in particular when the calendar fell out in such a way as 
to make it unusually difficult to insert a mid-term break. That year was 
1983/84. He advised that the mid-term break was actually adopted on a 
temporary basis, to be reaffirmed in due course, but his impression was that 
most people have strongly rallied to the idea of a mid-term break and that 
there was no particular move to try to get rid of it on a continuing basis. He 
explained, however, that there was a problem for 1983/84 and we would 
either have to curtail the mid-term break for that year, or we would have to 
accept certain other disadvantages to the University year. The question 
before Senate was essentially where did members see the balance of 
advantage lying in these matters? 


Mr. Adams, University Registrar, presented and explained the Report on 
the Academic Calendar for 1983/84, (document US-82-7-D7). He advised 
that the major problem that the University was confronted with in the 
1983/84 Academic Year, basically related to the Winter Term. The late 
starting date for classes on January 9, 1983, and also the loss of 7 days 
during the examination period, because of the Easter and Passover holidays, 
resulted in the examinations being extended to May 7, in order to achieve 
the number of time blocks needed to meet the Faculty requirements. He 
advised that extending the examination timetable to May 7, would pose 
problems with respect to the normal starting contractual date of May 1, for 
students wishing to work and while this has recently been less of a problem 
because of the depressed job market, it was nonetheless still a problem. 
Another problem would be the resulting delays in producing transcripts for 
students applying to Graduate Schools. Finally, the minimum operating and 


planning time needed between the end of examinations and Convocation, 
was six weeks, which meant that in 1983/84, the Convocations would not 
begin until June 20, 1984. With respect to the available options listed on 
page 2, document US-82-7-D7, Mr. Adams advised that his 
recommendation would be that consideration be given to Option I, which 
would eliminate the mid-term break in February, 1984, on the grounds that 
there would still be, in effect, a full study week beginning 2 days after the 
start of final examinations in April, and Option IV, which would see classes 
starting early, (January 5), and the mid-term br6a'k reduced to 2 days. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that in addition to the 4 options listed on page 2 of the 
Report, there was another alternative, which would be to stick with the 
status quo, and .,have the examinations end very late. 


Issues, comments, arguments, etc., which were raised during the ensuing 
discussion, included opposition being voiced to any reduction in the number 
of days assigned to the mid-term break; questioning of the importance of 
ensuring that students have to be available as of May 1, because of 
contractual commitments; the whole question of reviewing the examination 
schedule, particularly with respect to the problem of consecutive 
examinations in Commerce and Administration; maintaining the mid-term 
break with the possibility of allowing classes to be held during that period, 
in those instances where professors, in consultation with their students, feel 
that it was either necessary or useful to do so; the Convocation schedule and 
attendant constraining factors; the overlap between final examinations and 
registration dates for the Summer Session; and the possibility of once and 
for all approving the mid-term break on a permanent basis. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that from the discussion up to this point, it was his 
impression that most members were in favour of continuing the full week 
break in February and were prepared to accept the various things that have 
to slip, in consequence. In addition, there was a certain amount of 
confusion about what the disadvantages would be and who would suffer 
from those disadvantages. He expressed the feeling that most, although not 
all, of the disadvantages would accrue to students and in that context, the 
student reaction as to which trade-offs they preferred, was a fairly important 
input. There would be disadvantages for students with examinations 
finishing later, particularly for those who wish to leave Montreal, or have 
summer jobs, etc.; there would be a problem for students who need 
transcripts in a hurry, particularly for admission to Graduate Schools; 
extending the Convocation dates would cause difficulties for students, 
particularly foreign students, who would have to remain in Montreal a week 
later; and there would be some pressures or delays resulting from the 
squeeze and overlap between examinations and Simmer Session 
registration. With respect to these trade-offs, he advised that it was his 
impression that most members were prepared to accept the disadvantages 
accruing therefrom. Concerning certain objections or comments directed 
towards the Registrar during this discussion, Dr. O'Brien stated that he 
doubted that it would really make any difference at all to the Registrar in the 
conduct of his operation, because he would be doing exactly the same 
things but doing them either 1 week later or 1 week earlier, i.e., the 
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differences in administering the system would be trivial. For the longer run, 
Dr. O'Brien noted that 1983/84 appeared to be the worst year, with respect 
to the academic Calendar, over the next decade and he presumed that if 
Senate was prepared to accept the mid-term break for 1983/84, it would also 
be prepared to accept it for subsequent years. Consequently, it would be 
possible for Senate, at this meeting, if it so wished, to make a permanent 
decision with respect to the mid-term break, so that the matter would not 
have to come up annually for reconsideration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LADD, SECONDED BY MS. GRIFFITHS, 
THAT THE ONE WEEK MID-TERM BREAK BE RETAINED IN 
1983/84. 


MOTION CARRIED 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LOCKE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BRUNET, THAT THERE BE A ONE WEEK MID-TERM BREAK, 
ANNUALLY. 


It was stated that there were students in the University who were opposed to 
the mid-term break and to the extension of the term and it was argued that 
before adopting the concept of a mid-term break on a permanent basis, we 
should have documented assurances that that concept is fully backed up by 
the students. 


It was argued that the results of a survey, which was referred to in a recent 
article in the Link, clearly indicated that 80% of the students in all Faculties 
were in favour of a mid-term break. Furthermore, a lot of time was spent by 
student representatives in surveying the student population in order to 
develop and formulate student oriented positions on issues of major 
concern: to the student body. 


Concern was voiced over the separation of the two issues of mid-term break 
and the examination schedule and it was stated that before voting on the 
motion on the floor, one would like to have some assurance that the whole 
question of compression of the examination schedule, and the problems 
associated with that, particularly in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, would be studied and resolved over the next month. 


Dr.. O'Brien advised that the fact that there was a problem with the 
examination schedule has been signaled at this meeting and he was prepared 
to have the problem looked into. However, he emphasized that he was not 
prepared at this point to make a commitment for an all out attack on the 
problems of the examination schedule because he Just did not know at this 
point where that should rate, relative to various other problems that have 
been signaled from time to time. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Steering Committee Elections (cont'd.) 


82-7-24 Dr. O'Brien announced that as a result of the second round of balloting, 
Professors Jankowski and McEvenue have been elected to the Steering 
Committee. 


Next Meeting 


82-7-25 It was announced that the next meeting was the Special Curriculum meeting, 
which would be held on October 15, 1982, in the PSBGM. 


Adjournment 
82-7-26 The meeting was adjourned at 4:35 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


